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ABSTRACT 

The study of the movement to desegregate the public 
schools of this country has led to the development of numerous 
iiidices of desegregation. These measures have been used for various' 
purposes, including assessing the effectiveness of desegregation k 
efforts, the changes in -patterns of desegregation, and the 
relationship between desegregation status and school district 
characteristics* For this study, school enrollment data for the. 
1978-79 school year were obtained for all/ public schools in Florida f s 
67 school districts. Eight indices of segregation or racial isolation 
were computed for each district. The measures were Xhiei's and 
Finizza*s Measure of Racial Entropy; (1967) , Cisin's Segregation I ride* 
Number One (\970) , Cisin^s Segregation Index Number Two (.1970), 
Farley^s and ^Taeuber's pissimilarity Index (197*0, and Replacement 
Index (197HI, the 9 index of Feasible Desegregation (fiosseli and Crain, 
1973), the Interracial School contact Index (Coleman, 1975), £nd the 
Standardized Measure o'f Segregation (Coleman, 1975)* These measures 
were compared across the Florida system while the size of the - 
district and the proportion of minorities were used as independent 
variables. The results indicate £hat different indices will lead to 
different conclusions in identical situations. It is possible to pick 
an index to get a desired result* (Author/IRTf 
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The study of the movement to desegregate the public schools of this ■ 
. country has led to the, development -of adoption of numerous indices of 

desegregation, . These measures have been used for various purposes including 
the assessment of effectiveness,' changes in patterns of desegregation, and . 
the relationship of desegregation status to extarft characteristics of school 
districts, certain problems have been encountered with the use of the 
indices, however. '(Dziuban Ld Esler, 1981, Dziuban /l980) . . it has been 
demonstrated that the interrelations among a sample of those measures 
vary considerably and unexpectedly. Some are virtually independent of each 
other while others exhibit J almost perfect correspondence. A few -of the 
^asures „ highly correlat i with ^ e size q£ ^ ^ 

others show strong relationships to the proportions of minorities found 
there. 

,.lt seems important, that ifVne wishes to 'assess the effects of some 
policy decision on desegregation, the choice of an index ought not be 
a factor in the outcome. Similarly if one were interested in the relationship 
of desegregation -to the demography of a district, the choice of a. particular . 
measure 'should have little effect'of the outcome of the .study. Measures 
.which proport tp assess'the same construct wodld ideally .yield identical 
results. Unfortunately, this is not the case so that the choice of a 
particular index as a criterion measure will lead to entirely" different 
.conclusions. * The purpose of this paper is to construct an illustration of 
that, fact by providing an example with real data. * 
Procedures < 

The sample. for the study comprised the sixty-seven county schoo^districts 
in the State of Florida, .'school enrollment data for the 1978-79 school- year 
were obtained for' every elementary, middle and secondary school in the state 



from the management information system of the. State Department- of Education. *. 
The size of the district* ranged from 880 to approximately three Hundred 

to 

thousand. The number of pupils involved was well over a million but the 
effective sample. size in this case was sixty-seven si^ce each index is an " 
aggregate number over a school districts. ' » , j 

Eight indices, of desegregation* or racial isolation were computed for 
each district. The measures which were obtained 'from the literature represent 
■ a wide range of approaches to- the quantitative assessment of desegregation. 
They do, however, have a strong point of congruence. The architects of- each 
have made' claims for the validity of his or her measure for the assessment. 
In theory, at least they are closely related to each.- other. 

The indices were:* . * *. * 

Theil and F inizza's Measure of Racial Entropy (H>67f - The, concept of racial 
entropy appears to be borrowed -from tnermodynamics' where it. is considered a 1 
state of maximum^randomization. Assumptions are*made that the entropy . ' 
constitutes the natural state that- work must be, done *to overcome it. An 
entropic school district is. one with no racially identifiable characteristics: 
With respect to data m\dels, it constitutes an. information theory measure and 
yields the reduction in uncertainty gained regarding knowledge of a student's 
race when his school assignment is known. - 

Clsin's Segregation In dex Number One (1970) - cisin conceived this . index as- a 
reflection of » the degree to which the schools in a district varied. from the 
racial proportions of the district as a whole. In this data model a perfectly 
desegregated school district is one in which schools in it represent tM 
racial proportions of the district. This measure is said to be' individually 
baseoN^n that it yields results which can be interpreted in terms of the : 
number of pupils requiring relocation in order to'-comply with desegregation 
requirements. This is a very handy" piece of information to„have in these matters 
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Ciain's SegregatioiTlndey Number Two (1970) - This index is a variance aqcounted 

for type in wh^ch the total school district desegregation variance is partialed 

into between, and within school components. ' These components lead to the- , 

possibility of statistical hypothesis testing. The advantages arid disadvantages 

of this measure have been discussed by Dziuban (198Q) . 

^ gar ley and Taeuber»s Dissimilarity Index (1974) - This measure gives an 

indication of the degree to which the schools .of 'the system deviate from the 

ovarall racial balance in the district, v 

* * » 

Farley and Taeuber's Replacement Index (1974) The replacement index gives 

an indication of the minimum number of students requiring redistribution to , > 

a Js£ ieve ' the same racia i proportion as the district. 

W • 

Index of Feasible Desegregation (Rossell and Crain 1973) - This index was 
developed taking into account the commonly voiced complaint that there were 
not enough white students to desegregate some big city schools. Consequently this 
index creates ratios wiih an arbitrary .70-30 racial balance. . 
Interracial School Contact (Coleman 1975) - This index is best interpreted 
. as. the proportion of a Black /chbol. child classmates who are white.. 
Standardized M^asypre of Segregation (Coleman 1'975) - Tljis index is interpreted 
as one minus the ratio of the proportion Blacks in the average white pupils' 
schopl to the proportion of Blacks in the district as- a whole. 

The formulation of the indices" as well as further explanation*© f their " * 
properties is presented in tdble l. The measures described were compared 
across the Florida systems using the' size of the district and*proportion**&£ # 
minorities as independent measures. Initially, the partial correlatiqn !of jeach 



♦characteristic with the indices was computed with the effect of' the other .> : *-;., 
eliminated. * » , 4 . v .j • 



The results of that analysis is presented in. tabled %. It ri&ybe 
observed that the zero 



5ro order correlation between nuniber of. students in fctie , 

.• ..• . -v. •» . ... •' <.?*v . safer 




-district and proportion of minorities was : . 06. The correlations of those 
variables with, the indices are presented in' table IllWnce *the two demographi 
characteristics were virtually independent, the parti ailing procedure was 
expected to have minimal effects on the relationships. Comparison of tables 
. II and III will reveal this to be the case with minimal changes resulting. 

Table It reveals that Cisin ildex (r=.73) and the Standardized Measure of' 
' Segregation <r-.75> to be mostlhighly correlated with the number of students in 
the district. The measure of rkcial entropy was .virtually independent of 
district size (r=-.08). \ 

• We measures, racial entropy (r=.70), the Replacement Index (r=.62) and 
the measure of interracial contact (r=-90) were most^ highly rented to the 
proportion of minorities in the districts. Several measures achieved virtually 
independence with the standardized measure of segregation, yielding the lowest"" 

value (r=.15). * V V ' ■ '** ' -' < 

^ ■/- . ' • 

The.;flinear. regression of the numbe'r\of students and the proportion of 

• * * ■ " • 

minorities on each of the' measures was determined. The results of those analyses 
are presented in table IV. . It. .may be observed that widely disparate ..results 
were achieved with .the squared multiple correlation ranging from, a high of 
.96 with the measure of interracial contact to a low of .25 with the measure 
of feasible desegregation. ✓ . 

Finally the demographic variables were trichotomized into approximate 
thirds and used as classj|i cation variables in hypothesis' tests. This procedure 
was addressed *to the question, whether or not there were significant differences 
in the" desegregation of "the 'district when size of the district or proportion of 
minorities were considered. Districts with, student populations of 880 through 
3881 were classified small. Those with populations of 39^2 through 15,998 - 
.were classified as medium and those with enrollments of 17 r llS through 229,074 
werV designated as large.' Districts^with proportions of minorities ranging from 



.02 through .154 were classified as low. Those with values ranging from .168 ' 
through. .239 were designated as medium while .246 through .8.03 were classified ' 
.as large. .A one-way hypothesis test was performed on each of the measures. 
The results of those tests ^fc provided in tables V and VI. From table* V, it 
may be observed that Cisin #1, Cisin #2, the Dissimilarity Index, the Replacement 
Index and the Standardized Measure of Segregation would have led to that s 
conclusion that there was a significant difference in the desegregation status 
of the district, when those districts were classified by size. The measure of 
racial entropy, the measure of feasible desegregation and the measure of 
interracial contact would have led to the opposite conclusion. 

The results of the analysis by proportion of* minorities is presented in 
table VI. It ma y be o bserved that the Measure of Racial Entropy, Replacement 
Index, Index of Feasible Desegregation and the measure of interracial Contact 
would, have led to the significant difference conclusion. Only one measure v 
led to v the same conclusion for both comparisons. The replacement index ' 
identified significant differences in both cases. * 

The conclusion of this paper is obvious, if one wanted dnformati on on 
whether there was a difference in the desegregation of districts depending on 
whether they were small, medium or large or whether they had lot*, medium or 



high proportion of minorities, different conclusions 



would be reacted *s imply 



by the choice of an index. This is unacceptable with psychological testing ° 
as it should be with indices of desegregation- Important differences should 
not be an artifact of the particular criterion measure which was selected.' 
Some of the indices are highly correlated with the ^teimpgraphics of the districts 
while others are independent of those measures. 

One might argue that the complexity of the desegregation construct is 

such that . reduction to, a unitary concept* is impractical. If # however, such is 

j x 

the case, then the index approach ought to be abandoned for a moxe , comprehensive 
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field based method of assessment. - Still further one might speculate that the * 
nature of desegregation is situationally specific so that different indices 
"are appropriate depending- on the circumstance. Again this'whble line of 
argument tends to detract from the' utility of the index approach. If any 
index is ever to work, we need a clearer and constant definition on the construct; 

This paper- demonstrated quite simply that different indices will lead to 
different conclusions in identical situations. This must lead one to 
seriously question the use of any index in the study of school desegregation. 
Considering their present stage of development * it is necessary for the 0 
investigator to carefully develop his' or her' rationale when one or more of 
these measures is used in an investigation* In the absence of this, one can 
simply pick and choose the result they wish. . * . 
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TABLE 1 * 
Numerical Indicators of School Desegregation 




Theil S Finizza 
(1967) 

Descriptive • 



Index 

Measure of Racial Eptrppy 
— n 

E = Z p. Ei - 1 ^ ■ , 
i=l 



E = average racial entropy *a£ all 
schools in the city 

•> 

n = total number "of schools in the' 
city ' 

P i = P ro P OI £i°n of students.'in the 
i th school 

E i =' racial entropy of' the student 
body\>f the ith- scnoo x 

W i = Pf 0 P 0 rtion of students in the 
> i tft school 



This measure was based on information theory, a tech- 
nique for-measuring the degree of association between 
.bp, qualitative or categorical variables. This\ndex 
can determine not only hew segregated a set of school' 
districts is but also to what extent differences' T 
the racial composition of the districts -contribute \ 

Svf 6 Se ?ff gation of . the overall .system (Zoltot*. \ 
.1974, p. 19). some of the advantages of the measure 
as noted by Zoloth (J.974) included: 



2) 



3) 



4) 



1) it may be .extended to cases of more than two racial 
* ethnic categories 

™J£f V rates ^ notion °f diminishing marginal 
Payoff i.e., the. cost of additional desegregation 
rises with the absolute level of desegregation 
it is easily aggregated over any unit, such as ' 
•classrooms, schools or districts 
it can be easily decomposed into between and 
within components such as between districts and 
within districts 
5) it permits the analyst to verify Systematically ' 
. the .extent to which the student body of a school . 
is racially 'divided. ' • * 

* I • ' • 

The one major disadvantage to the measure is' that it 
is not as easily interpreted as other indices (the 
dissimilarity index-or disin's segregation index, 
for example) . . 



TABI/ET. 1 (cont'd) 



•v . 

4 /. 



Developer (s) 



Pogany 
(cont'd) 



Coleman 
(19>5) . 

Descriptive 



1 

Indek* 



whe£e: . * 

C c = ob 3 ectiw functidp value with' 
racial constraints ^ 

c = objective function without \ x 
racial constraints 

Interracial School CfQn'taot (Descriptive) 



Ctfmme/its 



r.s,^ocal- * # , L 
2chnic<3l« ' ,* r 



bw 



= k \b P kw. 
k V* 



-where&t 

schools 'in the system ate/ numbered 



1, 



• n 



P iw' * P ro P°i*ioxr-of \hites 'in the* 

* schpcrl * g ^ ' . 

n^* number of Blacks in "the school' 
* Standardized Measure .of* Segregation 



~7~ 



where: 



'Z 

kAi 



this instance are considered* as' destination 

i ties .as origins, ,and , c6m.r/it <t iivgjx)sjts as tie 

coefficients. Df rWcuW iftpo^taace i*« thaiTthi^ 
index attempts >o Iqok.at the totaji. cbmmunity ' dot ' 
just school districts). In yiert of tjie residential' «' 
.segregation wh^ch, makes'. .schoo} desegregation difficult ' 
considering, .the total community has maij^ppeaUng ; '"' 
'aspects. • " ■ - 



tl) a measure 1 of 



Coleinan has? _ d<^ve loped two*, measures : VJW a „ ltfaiJl6 . OL 
interracial' school- contact, and-,(-2) a, standa'rdfW" "/ 
measure of -segregation?, 'indejc. #1 denotes the p*o- , ' 
portion of white childrert"in the 'same school with 'the., 
average Black child-jLCo^em^ 1975, £.7), 'According 
to..Coleman, t#e most meaningful measure "df segregation 
t>r. integration .between different groupViSa measure ■ 
expressi'ble in'.terms'.of tire experience^ members of 
-thes* groups.*.. '-It -is the propbf tipri 6f\)ie average * 
Black. chip's' schoolmates, tha^ are white.: This- is a' 
weighted average'* of .the proportion 'of "white : chi Wren in 
each school. ^ Wadcsptf *(1975) Criticized this index- " '. • 
ftatfing tha^'fche "presence .of t Blacky 'and- whites «*W*i±HSfl > 
a given school has bfcei. ishpwn to V»6t' iwcessarily^&W ** 
in intensivf contact .betw^-tWe Awp facial .gro''*~" 



He , therefore , 'teripe^^&inanis Sldex '8&A&8Skrye ,. "*2ft 
"racial . proxi^V?! .^^M; Mfl^ft^-^^ic«r.- *1 



pupj^ s%scyyx .tso .j^^rop^rtion of Blad^. in tKe^- * *V 
wnore^prBrictK CoJeman .:conqiude S 'that?' tne' measureiX. 
ar§ not.-withSut •de'fect^^in.. tha^.there ^imy->e .no« *2 > « %»■ 
/'average Blade dh'ild'« «ho Has praise ly^the^alca^d'' , 
>r . -proportion #t of Wii,tes-'ih J^is s^jhcfcl* Ja^cksofl &955) 



again "points' to what 'appears. *o b> friotheV^de'fect ii 
Oolemah^s 'w6rk.' He states that '*±£ ?is* cl%ar that • 



r 



TABLE 1 • (cont'd) 
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Eev6 loper (s) 



Index 



r 4 



Comments 
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Ci&in 
(cont'd) 



Lambda 

Corporation 

C1971V 



(Hpmofjeneous) 



D.M. - 



,D.I, - 



the pei fc 9entage of minority 
students placed in a .pre- . 
dominantly white school, 

the current D«M. divided by 
the maximum desegregation 
measure possible; the D.M. 
divided 'by the overall 
percentage of non-minority 
students in the school system. 



for -whether or na£ Segregation Inde:-; #2 is a txue 
proportion of variance;: however, the utility of 
Segregation Irtdex #1 which deals with 'the number of 
students who would have to be transferred from one 
school to another in order to equate the minority 
proportion ^a^nong tfie schools is acknowledged. 

•» 

Each minority child is seen as contributing to the 
Desegregation Measure (D.M.), and the^'^rontributioh" 
he* fnakes 'is proportional to x the percentage of non- 
minority students he finds ^in th^school to which 
h§ is assigned. "The Overall" measure of desegrega- 
tion levej. for any school system is defined to be 
equal to the average of these individual 'contribu- 
tions' fof all aninority students in the system" (p. 18) . 
S;urprisingly r enough, the Desegregation Index (D.I.) 
Used in the Lambda Corporation / study is mathematically 
identrical to the Desegregation Index developed by 
Cisin U97Q) , although its derivation differs/ The* 
D.I., consequently, raise's the same concerns as that 
voiced previously, i.e., since it deals with schools/ 
schocJl districts^ there is no means for 'guarding 
against gerrymandering. The Lambda study points out 
that "...very substantial reductions in racial iso- 
lation are possible without -transporting any students 
.who could otherwise walk to school" (p. 6). Also, 
noted is the fact that such issues as the fundamental 
desirability of school desegregation, the extent to 
which busing is justified, to reduce the levei of 



c 
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TABLE 1 (cunt'.d) 



Developer (s) 



Lambda 

Corporation 

(cont'd) 



Rossell & 
Grain (1973) 



(Arbitray Ratio) 



Index 
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Index of Feasible Desegregation 
W. + B 



D = 



w -i + B i * w ai + B ai 



where: 

is the smaller of (1) (WS) or 
U) (7/3 x BJ ! 
where: ,° * 



B g = number of Blacks now in schools 
less than' 50% white _^ 

^Bj = number of Blacks in 50%+ white 
schools ' 

W g = number of whites now in 95%+ 
white schools 

= number of whites now in schobls 
. less than 95% white 

W T - W x + W s + Total no. of white 
pupils ♦ 



W 



dl 



= number of additional whites who 
could be in* schools less than 
95% white 



B dI ■ number of additional Blacks who 

could be in schools over 50% "white 



Comments 



racTcrtr^isolation in a school system ^.nd the effect 
of racial composition on the quality of education 
have not been dealt- with. 



This index was developed taking into consideration 
the commonly voiced complaint" that there are not 
enough white students to desegregate some big 
cities. Consequently, Rossell and Grain's index 
arbitrarily creates schools with 70-30 racial 
ratios* "Total desegregation should mean the 
reassignment of black students out of predominantly 
black schools and in€b white schools to create 
seventy-thirty racial ratios, until either (a) 
there are no longer any black students in pre- 
dominantly blaek schools, or (b) there are no longer 
any white students in schools^ th^t are less than 30% 
black" (p. 19). Unfortunately ftSssell and Grain 
have not adequately defined exactly what they mean 
by "feasible desegregation." ^ogany, whose indices 
will be discussed later, contends that integration 
measures which ar,e based upon prescribed majority- 
minority mix are distortiVe and depend on- a pre- 
conceived notioji of student welfare "(p. 60), i.e., 
Black students benefit from attending a white 
school. To him, such a preconceived notion appears 
to be inherently racist in nature, 
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TABLE 1 { cont'd) 




L 3- 



Index 

. Segregation Index* #1 
SI 1 + 'V M l = Zn i|Pi.- p |/ 2NP(1 -P) 



Segregation Index #2 



si 2 « 
where: 



Zn i " p > 2 / NP(1 - P) 



M f V -2NP({lp) 

P i - proportion of minority group 
v students in the^ith school 

P r proportion of minority group 
students in the district 

n A = total number of students in the 



N 



i th school 

> 

total number of students In 
the system 



d i ~ Pi - P or the deviation of the ith % 
schpol from the norm of the district* 

S 2^ n i d i • • 



M 2 * - NP(l-P) 




Cisin perceived the notion of segregation/inte- 
gration as a .cor.cinutm .with total isolation at 
one end and some defined condition of integration 
at the other. He stated: "... the desirable con- 
dition of perfect integration is represented by 
the model in which all schools in a district are 
similar to one another with respect tp^the pro- . 
portion of minority group* students , " (p. 5) * 
Segregation Index #1 which Cisin developed is' 
defined as "individually-based,* i.e., the final 
result can be interpreted in terms of the number ' 
of students needing to be shifted^ Segregation 
index #2 is based on a variance accountability 
model m which the total system or, district is 
characterized in terms of "total variance" and 
partitioned into a "between schools" component 
and a within schools" component, since Cisin's 
Voices- are based on administrative units ( . 
(schools/ school districts) rather than socio- 
logical units such as the city, neighborhood, 
etc., there is no means to control against 
gerrymandering and since the indices range from 
0 to 1, it is difficult to determine whether 
they are symmetrical. 'Based on these two indices, 
C^sin consequently developed two concomitant; 
.Integration indices; however,, whether or not 
integration necessarily follows desegregation is 
a point of contention. The utility of statistically^ 
testing Segregation Index #2, which Cisin proposes,^ 
is another area of concern, as is the concern 
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Developer (s) 



: / 

-J 



* * TABLE 1 



: y- 

^ ' Index 



Farley & 

Taeuber 

(197*) 



Index o f Dissimilarity 
Dwn = \l Jwi/W,-<ni/tt| 

|( Homo gen eousK-^ Replacement index 

" ' Dwt ^ ^Zjwi/W - ti/T| 

where: 



wi = number of non-Netfro students in * 
the ith school \ * - 

t* • • 

W = number of rion-Negro students "in 
the district 

ni ^numbe? of non-Negro students in 

the ith school 

« • w 

N = npmber of Negro students in the 

district - 

>-i = number of" total students in the 
•ith school 

« * 

T ^= total number qf students in the 
district * a 
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con t 1 d) 



• Comments 



~ The Taeuber and/ Parley indices were developed originally 
(Taeuber & Taeuber, 1967)- to measure residential segre- 
gation. f The index of dissimUarity measures the extent' 
to which- schools in a district deviate from the -city- ' 
wide, student percentage Negro. .The" replacement index- 
indicates the minimum 'percentage of non-Negrd. pupils' ' '> 
that must be redistributed in order to have non-Neg-o * 
•pupils distributed among schools in the same' manner 'as 
all pupils. The advantages of «the dissimilarity 
index are : \ , i4 .. • ' 

1) it is easy to compute and conveniently interpreted 
fZoloth/1974, p.. 28)\ 

2) it has a straightforward,, intuitive interpretation 
since it equals the proportion of minority ^or 
non-minority) students* who would have to be trans- 
ferred in order 'to achieve the same racial com- 
position in all* schools (Zoloth, 1974, p. 5 ; 
Theil & Pinizza,/l967,.page 2 of 10). 

Its disadvantages include: , 

1) it. does not/give direct expression to a meaningful 
concept' at the* level 6f indidivuals' (Request for 

a Proposal, Coleman, p. 13) 

2) it is not policy oiriented; it does not take into 
account what is 'politically and logistically 

, .. feasible for that-^ystem (Rossell* & Crain, 1973 
•• P- 16)'. ! " • 

3) its use of absoiute differences makes it less 
suitable when one 'wants to aggregate schools to 

• ' school districts (Theil & Finizza, 1967, paqe 2 
of 10) • ' . . * y 

• ♦ 
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TABLE* 1 (cont'd) 



Developer (s) 



Farley & 

Taeuber 

(cont'd) 



Pogany . 
(1975) 

(Arbitrary 
Ratio) 



Index 



Specified Deviation from 
Average Racial Composition 

Fn - Fnd> r ..P k ) = IN.|P i - P T | n 
where : 

P T 55 percent of minority children 
in tne community (system) 

P. = percent of minority children 
in the i school district of 

9 

the community 

N. « total number of, children in 
the i school district of 
the community 

Community Effort to Reduce , £ 
Racial Isolation % 



C C 
c' 




Comments 



4) it also confuses the term integration with dcr.ocrr^ • 
gation, i.e./ complete integration according to 
Farley and Taeuber signifies every school in the 
* district* has the same racial composition as' the 
entire district, t • 

In spite of its disadvantages, it appears to be the 
most? popular index in use (Theil and Finiizza, page 1, 
of 10) . • 

Pogany dev^lopejj^two indices in relation to the sug- 
gestion that the benefits of <| ese 9 re 9ation can *> e 
provided for minority students as* long as the minority 
students do' not; exceed 40 percent of the schbol 
population'. • If minority children in a school exceed 
40 percent, the benefits of desegregation are presumed 
to be lost *(p\ 53). * The first index he termed "the 
^specified deviation^ f rora average 'racial composition"^ 
and' it was designed only to evaluate # the acceptability 
of a given student assignment scheme and not jto measure 
integration v He states the advantage of Fn is that the 
minprity composition of the schools can be. specified * 
without placing 3h excessively strong requirement 
on the school system. * • ; 



The second fndex Pogany . termed y (community effort to 
reduce racial ispla^ion) . "The y ratio considers the 
effort to the community to .desegregate regardless of 
its size and racial 'composition" (p« 60) ♦ Schools in 
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TABLE II 



Proportion 

< Inde * # Students -Minorities 



Racial fin t ropy * ~08 

Cisin #1 47** 



70** 
-20 

Cisin #2 73** . - 19 > 



Diss imi lar %ty J 
Index ' 48** 

s 

Replacement 

Index '44** 

» * * 

Feasible* 

Desegregation -20 

Interracial j- 
Contact " " -38** 

o * m 

Standardized 

Measure- of r 
Segregation 75** 

\ > 

** P < .05 

R # students, proportion minorities = .06** 

1 , . 



Zero Order Correlations Among 
the Indices and Demographic Variables 



-17 



62** 



-47" 



-9Q** 



15 



V 



TABLE III 



Index 
-Racial- Entropy 
Gisin #1 
Cisin #2 



# Students' f Propprtion of Minorities 
Controlling for Controlling for 

Proportion of Minorities # Students' 



-Dissimilarity 
Ind^xi 

Replacement 
Index ^ % 

FerlSfible 
Desegregation 

Interracial 
Contact 

Standardized 
Measure of 
Segregation 



-17 
.49** 
• 74** 

50** 

52** 

-20 

-74** 

75** 



• 71** 
-25** 

23**' 

-23** 

* 66** 
«47** 

» 

1-95** 



17 



r First Order Partial Correlations 

Among the' Indices and Demographic Variables 



v 




* . ■ 



„ 0 5 » 



4 



- * Summary of the Regression- Analyses 
W '^^T ^ Sfng Number Students. and Proportion oi*Minprittes : *-t \ 
* sf:'^ ^^ependeivt Variables ; * # 




* • 

Racial Entropy . * 



4 



*•* 



Proportion Minorities 
# StUdents 



# Students 

Proportion Minorities 

« » • 

* >*T * " - • 

# Students h 
proportion Minorities ", 

\ >; • 



Mult. R 

' ..70 .* 
\ 71 



\49 
.50 



2- 
R Gain 



.01 



* * Standardised' 1 
Regrefesiop Regression 
goefficienk , ' 'tc&f ficieryb / 



i - ;.70 

-.42(-6) 
.25 



.71 J 
-.11 



Cisin #1 



.47 

.52 : 



.32 

,27 



< - .05 



,73 
75 



Cisin #2 

.64 *' 
.56 " 



.02 



,21(-5)\ 
^-127 
.27 



.17(-5) a 

.10 
.20 (-1) 



-,\22 



♦4 



.72 
.15 



Qissjmilcfrity Index 



r'.48 



# Students , 

Proportion -Minorities ' ' .52 .27 .04 



.23 

.47, 



Replacement Index H 



Propbrti6n Minorities 
# Students* 



Proportion Minorities 
♦ Students * 



, .62 



\38 - 
'.55 



Feasible 'Desegregation 



.4.7 
".50 



.23 
.25 



.03 



* - 21( JL 5) * 
.26 



. ' 2 V 
.-56(-6) 
-.10(-i) 



-.57.1-6) 



.49 



. t 50 . 



-.46 
-.1-7 ^ 

■ * 



"EMC. 



% 0 V 



& / 'c * * "J* a*: * Standardized" 

\" « - * „' * • _ -g> '2 o * Regression Regression 

I , . »' f ■ - jjUlt^R " *R Gain Wficient Coefficient 



<3 « <? 



Lcient Coefficient «^ J 

"IP* ~ ~ * \ * \ j 



>- . . C V° / • Interracial ..Contact '° • « . • 1 _ V, 

\ . a ; . ; . •. - : ' -/V< : V 

\. ProportionMinoriti.es . .90* M 80„» *«y*' .■ _ fl o 

V . • • I Stents . x .96 . . t9 & V •. V --.\. JL0 ^ r.M 

# . " * , ^' SXand&rdi^M6^fute of Segregati-on B /I'X* *' 

^ / # Students o%7^ ^ .$1 , . % * .174*54 • * 75 ?. 

* Proportion Sincerities ' .58 ' * .Oi - •74(~1) ^"11 * 



~9 



V - 



8* * 



o * • • 



4 «k » 



r5r 



STABLE V 

Hypothesis Tests Using the Size of the Districts * 
As An Independent Variable 

- (N=23) (n-23) • (N=22) ^> 

„ * _ Small ^Medium Large \ 

' Index x SJX ' X > S.D. X S.D. F P 



Racial Entropy . 47 • . 14* .41 .15 . 42 . .10^ 1.3 

^sin #1 -17 ( .14 .24 .16/' .37 .14 10;6 

Cisin #2 .04 .05 .05 .04 N ^.16 ,.11 16.1 
Dissimilarity - 

. .15" .14 .25 \l6 .37 .14 1214 



Feasible 

Desegregation .93 .16 .93 .12 .91 .09 



) 



ERJC \ 27 



.28 
.00 
.00 

.00 



Replacement * 

Index , .03 . .03 .05 .06 .08 .04 4.5 .02 



.16 .85 



Interracial • *x ■ 

^Contact .74 .15 .75 .16 .67. .13 2.1 .14 

• * 

Standardized * * • 

Measure of 

Segregation. .03 -.04 .05' .05 .16 .11 18.5 " " .00 

\ iSSL 



TABLE VI 



(N=22) 
Low. 



(N=23) 
Medium 



(N=22) 



Index 




• S.D. 


X 


S.D. 


. X S.D. 


F 


P 


Racial Entropy 




* 


1 * 46 


• 05 


.55 


-.08 


77. 


.00 


Cisin #1 


.33 


.19 


.23 


.14 


.23 


.16 


2.6 


.07 


Cisin #2 


.06 


.06 


.07 


.08 


.10 


.13 

t 


1.4 


.25 


Dissimilarity 


. 31 


. 19 




.14 


.23 


-.16 


2.1 


.13 


Replacement^ 
Index 


.03 


v 

.02 


.05 


.03 


• .08 


.08 


*6.9 


.00 


Feasible- 
Desegregation 


.99 


.04 


,.94 

f 1 


.10 


.84 


.16 . 


9.4 


• .00 


Interracial 
Contact m m . 


.84 


• 97 


1 ' N 
.73 


.07 


.58 


.16 


34.2 


• .00 


Standardized 
Meastire of 
Segregation 


.06 


.06 


,i07 


.08 


.10 


".12 


1.1 


.34 



•■ **** , 



Hypothesis Tests Using the Proportion of 
Minorities as an Independent Variable 
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